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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 
1 . Applicants' arguments filed August 3 1 , 20 1 1 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive because the cited references in the previous Office Action disclose the claimed 
limitations. Therefore, the finality of this Office Action is proper. 

The Applicants' arguments on page 8 to 12 of the REMARKS are not persuasive, and 
therefore the claims are not patentable. 

The Applicants argue, "O'Shea fails to teach 'translating, in the WTRU, the QoS 
requirements defined according to the first wireless communication system to QoS requirements 
defined according to a second wireless communication system of a second type.' O'Shea teaches 
translating a frequency offset when handover from the W-CDMA system to the GSM system is 
performed. However, this frequency offset taught by O'Shea is not a QoS requirement. The 
frequency offset is simply a measurement. Thus, O'Shea does not suggest the concept of 
'translating... QoS requirements' or, more specifically (emphasis added) 'translating, in the 
WTRU, the QoS requirements' as recited in claim 22." 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees with the above arguments. 

First, the claimed "QoS requirement" is a broad term. An ordinary skill in the art would 
broadly interpret QoS as a term defined by error rate, SIN, SNR, FER or BER, signal strength, 
channel condition, maximum transfer delay, delay variation or jitter, data rate and other 
parameters (and this is exactly what is explained in the specification, for example, please read 
paragraphs [0009]; [0022]). In fact, the specification clearly describes that there is no 
standardized of QoS requirements across multiple wireless communication systems (such as 
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CDMA2000, WLAN, UMTS and/or GSM). Therefore, the claimed QoS requkements can be 
expressed in one of the above parameters including frequency error information. The 
Applicants argue that the frequency error or offset information, in O'Shea, is simply a 
measurement. Although the Examiner respectfully submits that this is not relevant in view of 
what is claimed, the above parameters (listed in the spec are also measurements). That is, error 
rate, SIN, SNR, FER or BER, strength, delay, rate are all measurable parameters. Therefore, the 
Applicants' argument that frequency error information is measurement but QoS requirement is 
not persuasive. 

Second, O'Shea clearly discloses that frequency error information in one wireless 
communication system (such as W-CDMA) is different than frequency error information in 
another wireless communication system (such as GSM). O'Shea also describes, when a wireless 
communication device (WCD) hands over from the first wireless communication system (W- 
CDMA) to the second communication system (GSM), the frequency error information 
obtained in W-CDMA system is translated to the frequency error information in GSM 
system (please read abstract; col. 2, line 65-col. 3, line 8; col. 7, lines 25-44). 

Third, the Applicants argue that O'Shea fails to disclose the translation is in the WTRU 
(wireless transmit/receive unit). The Examiner respectfully disagrees with the above argument 
because O'Shea also illustrates the translation of frequency error information, which in this case 
QoS requirements, in the wireless communication device (WCD) (please read col. 7, lines 25- 
44, 57-63; claims 1 and 10). That is, it is the WCD that translates or converts the frequency 
error information in the first wireless communication system to frequency error information in 
the second communication system. 
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Finally, the Applicants' argument regarding the cited reference Kauhanen is based on the 
above argument, which the Examiner has already addressed in the above response. In regard to 
claims 25, 29-35 and 36-42, since the Applicants' arguments and reasons are based on the above 
addressed arguments, and the responses are applicable hereto. 

Therefore, the above Applicants' arguments are not persuasive, and the claimed 
invention is not patentable in view of the provided references and the above responses to the 
arguments. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary sldll in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1. Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

4. Claims 22-25, 29-34 and 36-41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Reynolds (US 7,149,524 B2) in view of O'Shea (US 7,580,390 B2), and further in view of 
Kauhanen (WO 01/65881 Al). 
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Regarding claim 22, 29 and 36, Reynolds discloses a method for use in a wireless 
transmit/receive unit (WTRU) (fig. 1), the method comprising: the WTRU establishing a session 
in a first wireless communication system of a first type (col. 1, lines 27-37, illustrates initiating a 
session in one of the communication systems or technologies); the WTRU communicating data 
via the first wireless communication system using a first bearer, the WTRU performing a 
handover to the second wireless communication system, and in response to the handover, the 
WTRU conmiunicating data via the second wireless communication system using a second 
bearer (fig. 2; col. 2, lines 15-37; col. 1, lines 13-21; col. 3, lines 55-62, clearly illustrating that 
the mobile station communicating the data a first bearer or channel and/or frequency, and in 
response to a handover performed to a different system, the mobile station communicates using 
different channel or bearer associated to the different system or technology), and the WTRU 
continuing the session in the second wireless communication system (col. 1, lines 39-46, 51-55; 
col. 2, lines 37-40, illustrate continuing a session in the second or different conmiunication 
system after the handover). 

Reynolds doesn't explicitly disclose translating, in the WTRU, the QoS requirements of 
defined according to the first wireless communication system to QoS requirements of defined 
according to a second wireless communication system of a second type; the first bearer has 
Quality of Service (QoS) requirements defined according to the first wireless communication 
system; the second bearer has the translated QoS requirements; and continue the session using 
the translated QoS requirements. 

O'Shea teaches translating, in the WTRU, the QoS requirements of defined according to 
the first wireless communication system to QoS requirements of defined according to a second 
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wireless communication system of a second type (abstract; col. 2, line 65-col. 3, line 8; col. 7, 
lines 25-44, clearly describing that the WCD translates the quality requirements, such as 
frequency error, according to one communication system to another communication system). 

O'Shea doesn't explicitly teach the first bearer has Quahty of Service (QoS) requirements 
defined according to the first wireless communication system; the second bearer has the 
translated QoS requirements; and continue the session using the translated QoS requirements. 

Kauhanen teaches the first bearer has Quahty of Service (QoS) requirements defined 
according to the first wireless communication system (fig. 1; page 5, lines 23-24; page 3, lines 
27-31, explaining the first connection path with the first quality parameter requirements defined 
according to the first communication system such as UMTS); and the second bearer has the 
translated QoS requirements (fig. 1; page 5, lines 28-30; page 12, line 26-page 13, line 2; page 
1 1, lines 29-30, illustrating a second bearer or communication path defined according to a 
different or second communication system such as GSM); and continue the session using the 
translated QoS requirements (page 5, lines 25-27; page 12, line 14-col. 3, line 2, describe the 
continued using the translated or mapped quality parameter requirements). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use translating, in the WTRU, the QoS requirements of defined according 
to the first wireless communication system to QoS requirements of defined according to a second 
wireless communication system of a second type; the first bearer has Quality of Service (QoS) 
requirements defined according to the first wireless communication system; the second bearer 
has the translated QoS requirements; and continue the session using the translated QoS 
requirements as taught by O'Shea and Kauhanen, respectively, into Reynolds in order to 
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significantly decrease the acquisition time involved in converging to the correct frequency offset 
in the second communication system and to improve communication reUability, and to eliminate 
obliging to send quality parameter requirements of a communication system every time a call 
set-up is made, thus disconnection and/or interruption of call service would be avoided. 

Regarding claim 23, Reynolds discloses the first wireless communication system is a 
universal mobile telecommunication system (UMTS) and the second wireless communication 
system is a CDMA2000 system. 

Regarding claim 24, 31 and 38, Reynolds discloses the first wireless communication 
system is a cellular system and the second wireless communication system is a wireless local 
area network (WLAN) (fig. 1). 

Regarding claim 25, 32 and 39, Reynolds discloses the first wireless communication 
system is a wireless local area network (WLAN) and the second wireless communication system 
is a cellular system (fig. 1). 

Regarding claim 30 and 37, as applied above, Reynolds discloses the first and second 
communication systems. However, Reynolds doesn't explicidy disclose the first wireless 
communication system is a universal mobile telecommunication system (UMTS) and the second 
wireless communication system is a CDMA2000 system. 

Kauhanen teacehs the first wireless communication system is a universal mobile 
telecommunication system (UMTS) (page 2, lines 4-6). However, Kauhanen doesn't explicitly 
teach the second wireless communication system is a CDMA2000 system. 

O'Shea teaches the second wireless communication system is a CDMA2000 system 
(O'Shea, col. 4, hnes 27-54). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to the first wireless communication system is a universal mobile 
telecommunication system (UMTS) and the second wireless communication system is a 
CDMA2000 system as taught by Kauhanen and O'Shea into Reynolds in order to significantly 
decrease the acquisition time involved in converging to the correct frequency offset in the second 
communication system and to improve communication reliability, and to eliminate obliging to 
send quality parameter requirements of a communication system every time a call set-up is 
made, thus disconnection and/or interruption of call service would be avoided. 

Regarding claim 33 and 40, the modified communication of Reynolds discloses the QoS 
requirements defined according to the first wireless communication system include at least one 
of: a data rate parameter; a jitter parameter; a QoS class parameter; or a transfer delay parameter 
(Kauhanen, page. 9, lines 10-21; page 12, lines 11-23). 

Regarding claim 34 and 41, the modified communication of Reynolds discloses the 
application is a voice application (O'Shea, col. 1, lines 12-15; col. 7, line 57-col. 8, line 2). 
5. Claims 35 and 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Reynolds in view of O'Shea and Kauhanen, as applied to claim 29 and 36 above, and further in 
view of Gubbi (US 7,092,374 Bl). 

As applied above, the modified communication of Reynolds discloses an application. 
However, the modified communication of Reynolds doesn't disclose the application is a 
streaming application or a game application. 

Gubbi teaches the application is a streaming application or a game application (col. 5, 
lines 35-52). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use the application is a streaming application or a game application as 
taught by Gubbi into the modified communication of Reynolds in order to provide better 
throughput performance and efficient communication. 

Conclusion 

6. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the maiUng date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be dkected to KIBROM T. HAILU whose telephone number is (571)270-1209. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday 8:30AM-6:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Huy D. Vu can be reached on (571)272-3155. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
/KIBROM T HAILU/ 
Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2461 



